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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COl RUE..c Se 


DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT, 2**. vs COURT 
mere De CONN, 
RALPH J. LOMBARDI ) CIVIL & CRIMINAL 
Plaintiff ) H-75-221 ee 
) ae | 
vs. ) 
& CHARLES BOCKHOLDT ) 
iP NORMAN EBENSTEIN, Ary ) 
> JAMES F. COLLINS, JUDGE ) 
CHARLES S, HOUSE, JUDGE ) 
[x ALVA P, LOISELLE, JUDGE ) 
1=HERBERT S. MacDONALD, JUDGE ) 
JOSEPH W. BOGDANSKI, JUDGE, and _) 
JOSEPH S. LONGO, JUDGE ) 
Defendants ) August 26, 1975 


MOTION VY FOR LS OS' TPONE ME N T OF OF TAKING OF 
DEPOSI’ ‘TIO? NS 


Pursuant to Rule 30 F. R. Cc. P. the Defendant, Norman 


Ebenstein, hereby requests the Court to order the taking of the 
depositions noticed on August 25, 1975, by the Plaintiff, to be 
postponed until the Court has decided the Pending Motions for 
| Dismissal. 


DEFENDANT, 
NORMAN EBENSTEIN, AT Ty. ONG 


| | By \ bi lQeain WAL 40, 


William R. Moller of 
Regnier, Moller & T “sey 
4] Lewis Street 

Hartford, Connecticut 

His Attorney 
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REGNIER, MOLLER " Ba 
& TAYLOR —_ ea Ot 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 


41 Lewis sireer 


HARTFORD. CONN. 06103 


RALPH LOMBARDI : SUPREME COURT 

VS : HARTFORD COUNTY 
CHARLES BOCKHOLDT :  DBCEMBER 20, 1974 
MOTION FOR SPRCIPIC INFORMATION REGARDING IT'S DBCISION AND A 


NrAtIneT TH Parcmu mECQ NIeTCTON 
REQUBSL £0 RLVI a3) IT ~ DECISION 
OO eee ate ALL ALE IOLA 


The Plaintiff requests the following 
1. The identity of each Judge by name ami if all concurred and 
which dissented, if any. 
2. Specific answers to the questions and issues raised in the 
Plaintiff's Brief and Reply Brief, as weil as oral aursument. 
3. If the Court did or did not listen to the taped tcelephon¢ 
conversations which were part of the Brief and that the Plaintiff 


specifically requested that it do. 
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complicity of judges, wno were the final arbiters in such casese 


At the time of the adovtion of the Act, 1871, only 13 states out 


of 32 had adopted the "Judicial immunity" doctrine. Let us ask the 
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